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MACARONI PRODUCTS

522, Adulteration of egg mnoodles. U, 8. v. 45 Cases of Egg Noodles. Default
decree of condemnation and destruction. (F. D, C. No. 1145. Sample Nos.
§8177-D to 58181-D, incl.)

This product was in interstate commerce at the time of exammatlon and
was found to be insect-infested at that time.

On December 18, 1939, the United States attorney for the District of Anzona
filed . a libel against 45 cases of egg noodles at Phoenix, Ariz., alleging that the
article had been shipped on or about January 24 and February 3, 1939, by San
Diego Macaroni Manufacturing Co. from San Diego, Calif.; and charging that
it was adulterated in that it consisted wholly or in part of a filthy substance.
The article was labeled in part: “Supreme Quality Chief Brand Pure Egg
Noodles.”

On February 28, 1940, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemna-
tion was entered and the product was ordered destroyed.

523. Misbranding of macaromi. U. S. v. 22 Cases, 31 Cases, and 17 Cases of
Macaroni. Default decree of condemnation and dcstruetion. (F. D. C.
No. 1119, Sample Nos. 73269-D, 72270-D, 73271-D.)

Examination showed that the packages of this product were slack-filled, those
in .one lot being filled to about one-half and those in the remaining lots being
filled to about three-fourths of their capacity.

On December 5, 1939, the United States attorney for the District of Nevada
filed a libel and on February 2, 1940, an amended libel against 22 cases of salad
macaroni, 31 cases of semolina macaroni, and 17 cases of elbow macaroni at
Reno, Nev., alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate commerce
on or about June 16, July 28, September 12, and October 6, 1939, by the Fontana
Food Precducts Co. from San Francisco, Calif.; and charging that it was mis-
branded.

The article was alleged to be misbranded in that the statement, “Packed and
Guaranteed by the Fontana Food Products Company to conform with all pure
food laws,” was false and misleading, since the containers were deceptive and
in violation of the law. It was alleged to be misbranded further in that the
containers were so made, formed, or filled as to be misleading.

On February 29, 1940, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemna-
tion was entered and it was ordered that the product be destroyed.

b524. Misbranding of spaghetti. U. S. v. 140 Cases of Spaghetti. Default decree
. of condemnation and destruction. (F. D. C. No. 1825. Sample No. 1317-E.)
This product occupied on an average less than half the volume of the package.
On April 17, 1940, the United States attorney for the District of Maryland filed
a libel against 140 cases of spaghetti at Baltimore, Md., alleging that the article
had been shipped in interstate commerce on or about February 23 and March 11,
1940, by S. Viviano Macaroni Manufacturing Co. from Carnegie, Pa.; and
charging that it was misbranded in-that its container was so made, formed,
or filled as to be misleading. The article was labeled in part: (Packages)
“Dixie Brand Spaghetti * * * Distributed By Maryland Grocery Company
Baltimore, Md.”
On May 20, 1940, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemnation

. was entered and the product was ordered destroyed.

FEED

525. Adulteration and misbranding of mixed rice bran. U. S, v. 102 Unlabeled
Bags of “Mixed Rice Bran.” Default decree of condemnation and destruc-
tien. (F.D. C. No. 1785. Sample No. 801-E.)

Examination showed that this product consisted of approximately 50 percent
of rice hulls. According to the generally accepted standard, rice bran consists of
the bran layer of the rice, with only such quantity of hull fragments as is unavoid-
able in the regular milling. There is no general recognition of a product called
“mixed rice bran.” ‘

On April 10, 1940, the United States attorney for the Northern District of Georgia
filed a libel against 102 unlabeled bags, each containing 100 pounds of an article
invoiced as “mixed rice bran,” at Canton, Ga., alleging that it had been shipped

- in interstate commerce on or about February 29, 1940, by the Jonesboro Rice Mills

Co. from Jonesboro, Ark. ; and charging that it was adulterated and misbranded.
The article was alleged to be adulterated in that a substance, rice hulls, had
been substituted wholly or in part therefor and had been mixed or packed there-



